Assessing philological approaches
Despite the massive attention given to philological studies on the Son-of-Man problem, they remain problematic. Recently, the most influential philological proposal of exactly how the Aramaic idiom functioned at the time of Jesus is the one made by Maurice Casey (cf. Hurtado 2011:172; Müller 2008:313; Owen 2011b:28) . It is therefore worthwhile for our purposes to take a quick look at his philological offering. In 1976, Casey proposed that Vermes's (1967:310−328) idiomatic examples from ancient sources had two levels of meaning (cf. Müller 2008:314) . According to Casey (1976:147−154) , the term ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ could be employed to make a general statement (first level of meaning) that was in effect applicable to the speaker herself, albeit indirectly (second level of meaning). By paying particular attention to research done by other scholars on translation theory, Casey was able to argue that the translation of ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ with ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου was both natural and practically inevitable (see Müller 2008:314−315) . The latter term is both an example of what Casey calls 'translationese' and the best option available to the ancient translators. Casey (1980) took this incentive further in his 1980 monograph on the relation between Daniel 7:13 and the Son-of-Man difficulty, arguing that the Son-of-Man concept was a scholarly construct and not a feature of 1st-century Judaism at all. According to Casey, Daniel 7:13 did play a role in some Son-of-Man texts, but these instances were too few to be authentic or to explain how the term had originated. Casey believed that the early church had invented the small number of Son-of-Man sayings that were influenced by Daniel 7:13. He (Casey 1987) continued his investigation in 1987 by arguing that ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫,בר‬ when used idiomatically, may occur with or without the prosthetic definite article ‫,א‬ without changing the meaning or reference point of the idiom at all. Another piece of the puzzle was fitted when Casey (1994) surveyed the utilisation of ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ in both the Peshitta and the Targums. This survey confirmed his 1976 proposal that the Aramaic term ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫,בר‬ when used idiomatically, was oftentimes used in generic statements with specific reference to the speaker. However, he also found that ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ could be utilised in generic statements with particular reference to someone other than the speaker. This person could be any specific (well-known) individual, like Joseph or Moses. As such, ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ did not have any 'messianic overtones' in and of itself but could indeed be referring to the Messiah when he is expressly mentioned in the (con)text. Moreover, the Aramaic term could be referencing the speaker and one or more other persons.
In 1995, Casey appealed to brand-new evidence from various related fields, including bilingualism, translation studies and recent research on translation techniques in the Septuagint. Casey (1995) maintained, firstly, that many bilingual translators were prone to transference and, secondly, that translators of sacred texts often operated with a hefty degree of literalism. It followed for him that the translators acted within the norm when they translated ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ with ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (cf. Müller 2008:315) . In Casey's opinion, the article before υἱὸς, as well as the use of υἱὸς itself, was understandable within the contexts of transference and literalism. Moreover, by keeping the article and υἱὸς, the translators ensured that the references to Jesus were obvious in the Greek versions of these sayings. Also, Casey opined, translators prone to transference would inadvertently have noticed both the generic and the specific references of these sayings in the Greek text. Continuing his interest in translation theory, Casey (1998 Casey ( , 2002a subsequently paid particular attention to the translation strategies used by ancient authors. This focus allowed Casey to offer an explanation These three chapters lay the foundation for the rest of the book, which argues for the authenticity of those logia that can be reconstructed in their original Aramaic forms and the inauthenticity of those logia that 'clearly' did not originate from the lingua franca of Jesus. Casey provides cumulative support for his distinction between authentic and inauthentic sayings by appealing to 'historical plausibility,' which is undoubtedly Casey's favourite criterion after the use of Aramaic reconstructions. As such, he argues that the sayings with Aramaic underlay all have plausible Sitze im Leben in the life of the historical Jesus whilst the sayings without such underlay all have plausible Sitze im Leben in the early church. Casey's 'solution' naturally relegates all the Son-of-Man sayings based on Daniel 7:13 to the early church. According to Casey (2009:270−272) , the following Son-of-Man sayings in Q are authentic: Q 7:31−35; Q 12:8−10; Q 9:57−60. Conversely, Casey regards the following Son-of-Man logia in Q as inauthentic : Q 6:22; Q 11:30; Q 12:40; Q 17:24, 26, 30. However, there are some difficulties with Casey's methodological approach, which has been criticised by a number of scholars. Here are some of the main objections:
• Contrary to what Casey claims, the Aramaic language did not remain stable for such a long period of time (cf. Hurtado 2011:173; Lukaszewski 2011:11, esp. n. 50) . In fact, the development of the Aramaic language can be divided into different epochs, each with its own dialect and grammar. The examples Casey provide to demonstrate that the language remained stable are trivial and of no use. Owen (2011b:29) dubbed his appeal to specific examples 'an extended exercise in obfuscation.' • It follows from the previous objection that the Aramaic construction ‫)א(נשׁ)א(‬ ‫בר‬ is anachronistic and grammatically ambiguous (cf. Shepherd 2011:51; see Owen 2011b:30−31; Lukaszewski 2011:10−12, 20−21) . It neither represents the particular dialect (like Middle Aramaic) of a specific people (like the Galileans), nor does it fit into any specific time period (like the 1st-centuary BCE). Rather, it represents four divergent Aramaic terms -‫נשׁ‬ ‫,בר‬ ‫אנשׁ‬ ‫,בר‬ ‫נשׁא‬ ‫בר‬ and ‫אנשׁא‬ ‫בר‬ -each of which may have had a different meaning. Casey uses this problematic and ambiguous term not only to discover the original idiomatic usage of the term but also to 'reverse-translate' the Aramaic Vorlage of Greek sayings.
• The definite singular form 'the son of man' ‫אנשׁא(‬ ‫)בר‬ -which is necessary to translate the Greek term ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου -appears only twice in all of the Aramaic literature from Palestine in Jesus' time (see in particular Owen & Shepherd 2001; cf. Hurtado 2011:172; Owen 2011a:viii; 2011b:29-30; Shepherd 2011; cf. also Müller 2008:2) . In neither case does it function to make a generic reference. Moreover, the almost complete absence of this form in Middle Aramaic utterly contradicts the idea that it was a 'familiar idiom' when Jesus lived (cf. Hurtado 2011:173) . The indefinite singular form 'a son of man' ‫נשׁא(‬ ‫)בר‬ appears more frequently in Middle Aramaic but never in the generic way Casey proposes. Rather, this generic application is always achieved either by the plural form 'the sons of men' ‫אנשׁא(‬ ‫)בני‬ or plainly by 'man' ‫.)אנשׁא(‬ These observations apply not only to Aramaic but also to Hebrew and Greek, and they are representative of the term's usage in the Old Testament, including both the Masoretic Text and the Septuagint (see Hurtado 2011:160−162, 173 • It is not a given that an Aramaic phrase, whether it be the one proposed by Casey or not, lies behind the Greek expression ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (see Lukaszewski 2011:17−20, 25−27; Williams 2011:68−69 Lindars (1980 Lindars ( , 1983 , for example, argues that ‫נשׁא‬ ‫בר‬ was an Aramaic idiom by which the speaker could refer to a selected class of individuals, amongst whom she herself was included, translating the term 'a person/someone in my position. ' Bauckham (1985) believes that Jesus used the Aramaic term ‫אנשׁ‬ ‫בר‬ in the indefinite sense -meaning 'someone' or 'a man' -as an intentionally ambiguous self-reference (see also Fuller 1985) . Kearns (1988) proposes that the term was used by Jesus in a generic, non-titular sense. Chilton (1996 Chilton ( , 1999 argues that Jesus employed the expression 'Son of Man' generically, as a reference to himself and others, as well as distinctively, as a reference to an apocalyptic angel other than himself.
Unfortunately, these 'solutions' suffer difficulties similar to those of Casey (see Burkett 1999:92−96 Witherington III 1995:95−97) . It follows that scholars who defend a sapiential understanding of the historical Jesus and those who defend an apocalyptic interpretation can readily appeal to this term. All they need do is support their choice by arguing for the authenticity of preferred logia. Arguments appealing to authenticity abound and have in the past (and present) supported any one of the four positions noted. The wide range of proposals of authenticity put forward -ranging from the one extreme that all Son-of-Man sayings are authentic to the other extreme that none of these sayings are authentic, with no shortage of positions in between -testifies to the inadequacy of this approach in reaching reliable results. According to Theissen and Merz (1998:550) , 'scholars are not yet in a position to make a well-founded decision between the [four] possibilities [noted above]' (cf. also Allison 1998:128; Allison, in Miller 2001:95; Burkett 1999:5) .
Apart from a handful of scholars, including, for example, Chilton, those who follow a philological approach tend to agree that the early church added the Son-of-Man logia that refer to Daniel 7:13. Despite such a relative consensus, this belief ultimately remains an assumption. It has not been proven with any degree of persuasiveness. There need not have been an existing Son-of-Man concept in order for Jesus to have used the term in an apocalyptic way or context. Apocalyptic texts dating to the 1st century all interpret Daniel 7:13 as a reference to a specific individual figure (cf. Burkett 1999:118) . Although a few rabbinic texts did interpret Daniel 7:13 as a corporate reference to all of Israel, most of these writings viewed the 'one like a son of man' in Daniel 7:13 as a specific figure (cf. Burkett 1999:118−119) . Whenever Daniel 7:13 was seen as a reference to a specific figure in the 1st century -which was almost all the time -that figure was associated with the Messiah. It follows that even if there were no unified Son-of-Man concept in the 1st century -which there was not! -it was still natural at the time to see the 'one like a son of man' in Daniel 7:13 as a specific messianic-apocalyptic figure (cf. Bock 2011:90, 94) . In fact, the absence of a specific Son-of-Man concept was probably conducive to Jesus' (and Q's) intent with the expression, not least of all in allowing him to fill this term with meaning and content as he used it (cf. Bock 2011:89, 96−97). As such, there is no real reason to doubt that Jesus himself could have used the expression 'Son of Man' in reference to Daniel 7:13 (cf. Bauckham 1985:28, 29−30) .
According to Owen (2011b:30) , in fact, the most natural philological explanation of Jesus' use of the Aramaic expression 'Son of Man' is that he used it in reference to Daniel 7:13. Likewise, Williams (2011:75) believes that 'the linguistic evidence is compatible with the idea of a defined [Son-ofMan] concept, if that concept could be established in preChristian sources on other grounds.' Thus, the Aramaic roots of the expression 'Son of Man' do not necessarily contradict the idea that Jesus made use of this expression in reference to an apocalyptic figure, be it himself or someone else. According to Casey's 'solution', the Aramaic-idiomatic term 'Son of Man' appears in two authentic logia (Q 12:8−9, 10) that are apocalyptic in nature and theme. One or both of these two sayings are also considered authentic by Lindars, Bauckham, Fuller and Chilton. Added to these two sayings, some other, intrinsically apocalyptic, sayings are also believed to be authentic by Lindars (Q 11:30), Bauckham (Q 11:30; Mk 14:62 par.), Fuller (Q 11:30; 12:40; 17:24, 30) and Chilton (Mt 19:28) . Hence, all these scholars (perhaps inadvertently) agree that Jesus was not averse to apocalyptic themes and that he discussed them on occasion. According to Burkett (1999:93) , the only occurrence of 'Son of Man' that can with any degree of confidence be said to have a generic Vorlage is the one that appears in the apocalyptic saying in Q 12:10.
Given everything that has so far been said, it is no surprise that the two views currently predominating Son-of-Man scholarship are the (messianic-)apocalyptic view and the idiomatic-non-titular view (cf. Burkett 1999:5, 122 Burkett 1999:79−80, n. 25) , the time has perhaps come to give precedence to a synchronic study of (Q's) Son-of-Man logia (see Schenk 1997) . Bock (2011:89) maintains that 'any "son of man" remark [will] be ambiguous unless it is tied to a specific passage or context.'
The synchronic 'question of reference'
Our synchronic analysis will mostly concentrate on what Burkett (1999:32−42) calls 'the question of reference.' In other words, the following investigation will mainly concern itself with discovering the referent of each occurrence of the expression 'Son of Man' in Q. In answering 'the question of reference,' we must first determine whether a saying refers to Jesus or not. If it refers to Jesus, we must determine whether it is used as a title or as a straightforward self-reference. If, on the other hand, it does not refer to Jesus, we must determine to whom (or what) it does in fact refer. Lastly, if Jesus did use it as a reference to himself in the third person, we must decide whether or not other people were also implied by the term. The sequence in which these questions are discussed will be determined by each individual saying.
The first Son-of-Man saying we shall consider is the one in Q 7:34. Theoretically, the idiomatic use of ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου could, in this literary context, imply more than one person by means of the masculine singular. The next Son-of-Man saying to be discussed is the one in Q 9:58. This logion does not make sense as a reference to some specific entity other than Jesus, whether it be an apocalyptic emissary, an expected Messiah or something else. There is absolutely no indication of apocalypticism in the saying itself, its utilisation of the expression 'Son of Man' or its literary context. Q 9:58 does not make a Christological or soteriological statement, indicating that it was probably not employed as a title for Jesus. Both the opening statement in verse 57 and the greater literary context (Q 9:57−60; Q 10:2−9) indicate that we are dealing here with the (sapiential) topic of discipleship (cf. Edwards 1976:101; Kloppenborg 1987:190; Kirk 1998:347; cf. also Allison 1997:11) . The word 'follow' (ἀκολουθέω) -a usual indicator that discipleship is in viewappears not only in verse 57 but is also repeated in verse 60 (see Kingsbury 1978) . In both cases, Jesus is the one potentially being followed. As many have noticed before, this probably implies that the Son-of-Man saying purports to elucidate the potential cost, harshness and difficulty of discipleship. This makes it unlikely that the term 'Son of Man' could here imply someone or something other than Jesus.
However, the term 'Son of Man' does not necessarily exclude others from participating in Jesus' fate, meaning that it could be read as a non-exclusive reference to Jesus and others (see Casey 2009:168−178) . A non-exclusive idiomatic interpretation is perhaps supported by the fact that the animals 'foxes' (ἀλώπεκες) and 'birds' (πετεινὰ), with which the Son of Man is compared in verse 58, appear in the plural. Also, logical reasoning leads to the realisation that discipleship by its very nature implies more than the person being 'followed.' However, the number of animals featuring in the comparison may have absolutely no bearing on the interpretation of the term 'Son of Man.' Furthermore, even though the undertaking of discipleship implies more than one person, the Son-of-Man reference may exclusively be to the lifestyle of Jesus himself whilst the saying in toto implies a degree of participation in that lifestyle (cf. Kloppenborg 1987:192 2002:101) . In support of a titular understanding, it could be argued that Jesus does not speak of himself in the same mundane way he did in Q 7:34 or Q 9:58. Rather, he puts himself forward as the reason for persecution, which betrays a somewhat swollen sense of self-regard and selfinterest. However, Jesus is not making any Christological or soteriological claim. He is simply stating that those who follow his lead might be subject to persecution. In other words, the mortal Jesus, and his earthly ministry, is the cause of persecution. The expression 'Son of Man' could in this case easily be replaced by the proper noun 'Jesus' without changing the logia's meaning. As such, the best understanding of the present logia is probably that Jesus used it as a non-titular self-reference.
It is, however, also possible that the Son of Man is put forward as the reason why (ἕνεκεν) the persecuted are blessed. If such a reading is followed, it implies that the persecuted are blessed because of their reward at the apocalyptic court where the Son of Man will confess them before the angels (cf. Q 12:8−9; cf. The literary context in Q 11:31−32, which also mentions Jonah, the Ninevites and 'this generation,' supports the foregoing conclusion even if it does develop apocalyptic themes (cf. Kloppenborg 1987:133) . The noun 'something' (πλεῖον) is in the neuter here because it refers back to the 'sign' (σημεῖον) of verse 29, which is the Son of Man's message (see Wink 2002:91−92; contra Catchpole 1993:242) . Like Jonah and Solomon, the one responsible for this 'greater message' (πλεῖον) not only has to be flesh and blood but must also have been on earth at some stage before the apocalypse arrives. It follows that the mysterious figure of verses 31−32 cannot be the eschatological figure of Daniel 7:13 since that figure only arrives on the scene when it is too late (cf. Q 17:23−24). The respective messages of Jonah and Solomon were beacons for their contemporaries. Similarly, the message of the arcane figure in Q 11:29−32 has to be a beacon for his contemporaries, including 'this generation ' (cf. Wink 2002:90−91) . The latter statement is supported by the vocabulary of Q 11:31-32. The interjection 'look' (ἰδοὺ) and the adverb 'here' (ὧδε) both indicate that this figure must be a corporeal person that existed when Q 11:29−32 was spoken. As Kloppenborg (1987:133) puts it: '[T]he double saying [in Q 11:31−32] pronounces judgment upon those who refuse to respond to some present reality which is greater than Jonah or Solomon' (italics original). In light of all this, the 'something greater than both Jonah and Solomon' has to be the message of the earthly Jesus. It follows that the Son-of-Man reference in verse 30 must be to Jesus during his worldly ministry, that is, if we are to make sense of the explanatory examples in verses 31−32 (cf. Kirk 1998:198) . Hence, both the book of Jonah and the literary context in Q support the proposal that Jesus, and not the apocalyptic figure of Daniel 7:13, is the Son of Man in Q 11:30.
When discussing the comparison between Jesus and Jonah, it was argued that the 'sign of the Son of Man (or Jesus)' is his apocalyptic message, not his person. This conclusion is also confirmed by Q 11:31−32 where it is said that the Queen of the South and the Ninevites experienced apocalyptic favour, not because they knew Solomon or Jonah but because they heeded the wisdom (σοφίαν) of Solomon and the announcement (κήρυγμα) of Jonah, respectively (cf. Catchpole 1993:242; Kirk 1998:198) . Verse 32 explicitly states that the Ninevites will experience apocalyptic favour because (ὅτι) they repented (μετενόησαν) when they heard Jonah's apocalyptic message (κήρυγμα). Likewise, verse 31 explicitly states that the Queen of the South will experience apocalyptic favour because (ὅτι) she listened (ἀκοῦσαι) to Solomon's sapiential message (σοφίαν). Although Solomon was primarily known for his wisdom and wealth, he was also admired in the 1st century for his role as a staunch preacher of repentance in the face of apocalyptic judgement (see e.g. Wis. Sol. 6:1−19; cf. Catchpole 1993:242; Kloppenborg 1987:133−134) . In general, contemporary wisdom often included stern messages of repentance (cf. e.g. Wis. Sol. 11:23; 12:10, 19; Sirach 17:24; 44:16, 48 ). According to Q 11:31−32, both the Queen of the South and the Ninevites will experience apocalyptic salvation because they took the respective messages of Solomon and Jonah to heart. According to Q 11:29−30, in contrast, 'this generation' will experience condemnation at the apocalypse because they failed to heed the sign of the Son of Man, meaning Jesus' message (cf . Piper 1989:167) .
If the Son of Man does not in this case refer to the Danielic emissary, what are we to make of the fact that, in verse 30, the verb ἔσται appears in the future tense? Kloppenborg (1987:132) believes that it could be a gnomic future that points to present time. It is much more likely, though, that Q's Jesus used the future tense because he intended future time (cf. Edwards 1976:114; Catchpole 1993:246) . There are two ways to explain the future tense in this case. Seeing that the 'Son of Man' here refers to the corporeal Jesus, the future tense could indicate the rest of his earthly ministry, including the immediate future during which Jesus will or will not give a sign. The future tense of the verb δοθήσεται in verse 29 could be presented as evidence in support of this interpretation (cf. Kloppenborg 1987:132) . However, such an explanation would exclude the part of his ministry that had already been completed, including his concurrent message of apocalyptic doom. This seems unlikely to have been the intention (cf. Wink 2002:90−91) . It is much more likely that the future tense does indeed here point to future time, most likely the predicted time of the apocalypse (cf. Edwards 1976:114; Catchpole 1993:246) . When 'this generation' stands before God at the apocalyptic court (cf. Q 12:8−9), the 'sign of the Son of Man,' meaning Jesus' message, will have been their only warning of apocalyptic judgement (cf. Wink 2002:91) . Koine Greek does not have a perfect-future tense that would enable it to articulate something similar to the English phrase 'will have been.' The future tense alone must suffice. Just like the acceptance of Jonah's message resulted in apocalyptic pardon (cf. Jnh 3:10), Jesus' message, if accepted, will result in apocalyptic pardon. Just like the respective messages of Solomon and Jonah will result in apocalyptic favour for the Queen of the South and the Ninevites (cf. Q 11:31−32), the message of Jesus, if accepted, will result in apocalyptic favour for 'this generation.' Q 11:30 is therefore looking forward at the apocalyptic event and predicting that 'this generation' will regret not heeding the 'sign of the Son of Man,' which they had already received during their lives on earth (cf. Piper 1989:167) . In dealing with Q 11:29−30, Wink (2002:91) states: '[The Son of Man] will not come in the future to judge; rather, he is the present standard by which one will be judged in the future.' Just like the message of Jonah could only be appreciated after it had resulted in apocalyptic pardon, the message of Jesus -that is, the sign of the Son of Man -will only be appreciated after it had already resulted in apocalyptic destruction. Edwards 1976:114) . However, it is the 'sign' -that is, the apocalyptic message -that carries soteriological weight, not the Son of Man (cf. Kloppenborg 1987:133) . Instead, the expression 'Son of Man' here refers to the earthly Jesus and his mortal ministry. If the expression 'Son of Man' was intended as a title for Jesus, one would have expected the Son of Man himself to be the enforcer of soteriological and apocalyptic salvation, not merely his message. To conclude, as with the other Son-of-Man texts we looked at, the expression 'Son of Man' here refers exclusively to Jesus during his earthly ministry. Even though it appears in a text that handles apocalyptic images and themes, it is neither a title for Jesus nor a reference to the apocalyptic figure of Daniel 7:13.
Luke has the phrase 'Son of Man' in Q 12:8, but Matthew does not. Most scholars agree that Luke is more original at this point (cf. Piper 1989:58) . The phrase 'Son of Man' is also attested in a parallel saying at Mark 8:38. Luke had no reason to add the phrase 'Son of Man' here (cf. Piper 1989:58) . Besides, it is not customary for Luke to add this phrase to his sources (cf. Catchpole 1993:93) . Hence, it is very likely that those responsible for the Critical Edition of Q are correct and that this phrase was originally part of Q (see Robinson, Hoffmann & Kloppenborg 2000) . Matthew probably replaced it with the typically-Matthean κἀγὼ because the saying, as it stood, could be construed to mean that someone other than Jesus was the Son of Man (cf. Piper 1989:58; Catchpole 1993:93; cf. also Casey 2009:186) . Matthew did not overreact in this regard, seeing that this individual saying has been elemental in convincing a large number of prominent scholars throughout history, including Bultmann, that the historical Jesus did not use the term 'Son of Man' in reference to himself (cf. Burkett 1999:38; see Casey 2009:186−187) . In a sense, this view is legitimate since the text does indeed seem to differentiate between the Son of Man (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου) and the personal pronoun 'me' (ἐμοὶ), which refers to the speaker, Jesus (cf. Piper 1989:58) . Such a reading is not a given, though (cf. Burkett 1999:38) . It is not demanded by the text. Furthermore, Matthew understood the term here as a reference to Jesus. Despite the concurrent presence of the personal pronoun, Q's Jesus may still be using the term 'Son of Man' in reference to himself.
The saying would not make any sense if we were to translate 'Son of Man' with the indefinite term 'a man.' The saying demands a more specific referent. The logion would make no more sense if 'Son of Man' were to be translated with the generic term 'man,' meaning humanity in general (contra Catchpole 1993:93) . That would imply that the perpetrator will witness against herself at the apocalyptic judgement. It would also imply that outsiders, like Gentiles and 'this generation,' would be witnesses at a trail that does not concern them in the slightest. Casey (2009:179−194) argues that the term 'Son of Man' references the multitude of witnesses at the apocalyptic court amongst whom Jesus will be the primary witness. The problem with this suggestion in a synchronic reading of the text is that such an interpretation is not possible in Greek. It is, however, possible that a bilingual audience might have been able to recognise an Aramaic idiom underlying the Greek. If so, the main witness will still be Jesus. If Jesus and his message is so essential for both apocalyptic deliverance and apocalyptic judgement (cf. Q 3:16−17; Q 7:23; Q 10:22; Q 11:23, 30−32; Q 13:35; Q 17:23−24, 33) , why would there be a need for additional witnesses? These witnesses seem superfluous. In Daniel's vision, the 'one like a son of man' is an individual being with ultimate power. This does not mean that he could not have been a symbol for some type of corporate entity, like the 'saints' of Daniel's vision or the whole Jewish nation. Unfortunately, however, the phrase 'one like a son of man' is not interpreted in Daniel 7:15−28. All we have is the vision itself, where the 'one like a son of man' is clearly described as a single figure. The Similitudes of Enoch and 4 Ezra 13 demonstrate that it was customary in 1st-century Judaism to interpret the 'one like a son of man' in Daniel 7:13 as a singular apocalypticmessianic figure (see Müller 2008:339−343) . Moreover, the multitudes of Daniel 7:11 are not judicial witnesses in the court proceeding. In fact, there is no mention of witnesses in Daniel 7 at all. Verse 16 rather gives the impression that the multitude are simply there to observe, not to give witness. Also, the Son of Man does not form part of the multitude, whether they be witnesses or not, but is distinguished from them as a completely separate entity. It may be able to corroborate Casey's suggestion from other intertexts, but it is certainly not possible to do so from Daniel 7:13, which is undoubtedly the most important intertext for Q 12:8−9 (see Burkett 1999:122−123) .
It seems more likely that Jesus is here referring only to himself in the third person (cf. Kloppenborg 1987:212; Kirk 1998:210; cf. also Catchpole 1993:92) . In verse 8, the first part of the saying is inverted by the second part (cf. Piper 1989:56, 59; Catchpole 1993:198) . The subject of ὁμολογήσῃ in the protasis becomes the object of ὁμολογήσει in the apodosis. Similarly, in verse 9, the subject of ἀρνήσηταί in the protasis becomes the object of ἀρνηθήσεται in the apodosis. This inversion is customary in sayings of retribution, of which Q 12:8−9 is a certain example (cf. Piper 1989:58, 59 ). In turn, it is customary for sayings of retribution to swap the subjects and objects of each leg of the saying. Hence, the structure of this logion more than implies that the personal pronoun 'me' in the protasis of verse 8 should be equated with the term 'Son of Man' in the apodosis. This indicates that the most natural reading of the text is that Jesus used the expression 'Son of Man' in exclusive reference to himself. As we saw, this is also how Matthew understood this Q text.
There is, however, another, equally-valid explanation for the use of the term 'Son of Man' in this context, namely that it refers to an apocalyptic agent. Q 12:8−9 obviously alludes to Daniel 7:13 (cf. esp . Casey 2009:181; cf. also Bock 2011:91−92; Burkett 1999:123; Wink 2002:178; cf. further Kirk 1998:209) . In fact, out of all the Son-of-Man logia in Q, this one employs the most obvious imagery from Daniel 7:13. The repeated use of the preposition ἔμπροσθεν ('[standing] before') plus the references to 'angels' are unmistakable images of an apocalyptic courtroom (cf. Kirk 1998:209) . It is doubtful that either the author or the audience would have been confronted with Q 12:8−9 without calling to mind the image of Daniel 7:13. This would explain why Q's Jesus used a personal pronoun to speak of himself directly in the first part of the saying, and used the term 'Son of Man' in the second part of the saying. The use of the personal pronoun 'me' (ἐμοὶ), in the first part of the sentence, allowed Jesus to be absolutely unambiguous about the fact that it was he himself that needed to be confessed in public. In contrast, the use of the term 'Son of Man,' in the second part of the sentence, allowed Jesus to recall the image of Daniel 7:13 whilst at the same time referring to himself in the third person. By employing his usual self-reference (Son of Man) in a saying that recalled Daniel 7:13, Q's Jesus was probably associating himself with the apocalyptic Son-of-Man figure in that text (cf. Bock 2011:89, 93, 96−97; see Theissen & Merz 1998:552−553; contra Hurtado 2011:171−172) . For whatever reason, Q's Jesus only did so indirectly, in a veiled, ambiguous and oblique manner (cf. Bauckham 1985:29−30; Meier 2001:646; see Hampel 1990; Hengel 1983; Nolland 1992:17−28) . For those who were familiar with the Sayings Gospel Q (and/or those who knew Jesus personally), the only logical conclusion to draw from this dual (apocalyptic and ordinary) usage of the term 'Son of Man' would have been that Jesus himself was the symbolic figure described by Daniel (cf. Dodd 1971:112 Most interpreters who have rejected the 'self-referential conclusion' did so because Q 12:10 would then be contradicting Q 12:8−9. And indeed it does (cf. Kirk 1998:210; Kloppenborg 1987:207−208, 211−212; Sim 1985:235−236 Kirk 1998:232−233) . As in Q 17:24, this figure may or may not be identified with Jesus, depending on whether or not such an identification had already preceded the delivery of the logion itself.
Findings
Given the almost complete absence (outside the New Testament) of the definite forms ‫אנשׁא‬ ‫בר‬ (Aramaic), ‫האדם‬ ‫בן‬ (Hebrew) and ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (Greek) in Palestine during and before the 1st century, the time has perhaps come to stop drawing at non-existent Aramaic straws in trying to determine the meaning behind ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. Should we not instead be looking at how the Greek term ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου is utilised in the New Testament and other documents like Q, take it as our best indicator of what the underlying Aramaic term ‫אנשׁא‬ ‫בר‬ actually meant? Leivestad (1968:49−105) had already suggested such a modus operandi in 1968 (cf. Müller 2008 . A growing number of scholars recently favoured such a direction of enquiry (see esp . Müller 2008:375−419, esp. 375, 418−419; cf. also Casey 2009:176; see e.g. Schenk 1997 ). If we follow this path, we are sure to arrive at the same destination as Hare (1990:246) : 'Whatever its spelling and pronunciation, the Aramaic underlying ho huios tou anthropou was understood as referring exclusively to Jesus' (see also Smith 1991) . The point is that, even in the canonical gospels, the expression 'Son of Man' is consistently translated as an exclusive self-reference of and by Jesus. Bock (2011:90) , for example, states: 'The designation Son of Man appears 82 times in the Gospels and is a self-designation of Jesus in all but one case, where it reports a claim of Jesus (Jn 12.34)' (see also Hare 1990; Hill 1983:35−51; Hurtado 2011; Müller 1984; Schwartz 1986; Smith 1991) .
Our investigation of Q has found that the term was not only used by Jesus as an exclusive self-reference but also as a nontitular self-reference. We have found six Q sayings (Q 6:22; Q 7:34; Q 9:58; Q 11:30; Q 12:8; Q 12:10) where Q's Jesus uses the expression 'Son of Man' as a non-titular self-reference (cf. Robinson 2007:97−117) . This result goes against the assumption by a number of scholars that 'in Q […] Son of Man has come to be used as a christological title' (Kloppenborg 1987:192) or that 'Q uses Son of Man as a title of dignity, not to refer to Jesus' humble guise' (Kloppenborg 1987:213; cf. also Edwards 1976:40, 41, 114; Kirk 1998:341, 380; Piper 1989:126) . Incidentally, this result further supports one of the philological claims, namely that the expression 'Son of Man' was not originally used as a title.
There are four additional reasons for preferring the result of this study that the term 'Son of Man' was used by Jesus as an exclusive, non-titular self-reference (cf. Hurtado 2011:167, 174): (1) it would explain why Jesus used the term in such a wide variety of seemingly incompatible contexts; (2) it would explain why Matthew and Luke, on certain occasions, felt uninhibited enough to substitute the term 'Son of Man' in their sources with 'I'; (3) not only in Greek, but also in Hebrew and in Aramaic, the definite form of the expression 'the son of the man' had a particularising force, meaning that it referred to someone or something in particular and (4) it would explain why the term occurs almost exclusively in the mouth of Jesus.
For similar reasons as those just noted, Hurtado (2011) comes to the following conclusion:
I submit that the diversity of sentences/sayings in which 'the son of man' is used in the Gospels leads to the conclusion that in these texts the expression's primary linguistic function is to refer, not to characterize. These comments are true in those cases where the term is an obvious reference to Jesus (Q 6:22; Q 7:34; Q 9:58; Q 12:8; Q 12:10) but not in those cases where someone or something other than Jesus might be the referent. We have seen that some Q sayings (Q 12:8; Q 12:40; Q 17:24, 26, 30) undoubtedly refer to the apocalyptic agent of Daniel 7:13. Thus, Hurtado (2011:159−177 ) is still correct in claiming that the function of all Son-of-Man sayings is 'to refer, not to characterise,' but in the case of the latter group of sayings, the primary referent has changed. The referent in this second group of sayings is primarily (and most obviously) the apocalyptic agent of Daniel 7:13. It is only after identifying Jesus with the Danielic emissary, and only if this identification is made, that these sayings become indirect allusions to Jesus. Q 12:8 appears in both groups. It was argued that this saying has two legitimate points of reference, namely the human Jesus and the apocalyptic figure in Daniel 7:13 (cf. Tuckett 2003:184) .
